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Introduction 
 
This thesis is concerned with the determinants of urban economic growth, 
primarily looking at the fundamental questions:  Why do people and firms concentrate in 
urban areas? And why do some cities grow and prosper while others flounder and 
decline?  Over the last two centuries, the share of the U.S. population in cities increased 
from about 6 percent to 75 percent (Bairoch, 1988).  This increase in population is 
indicative of the economic and social benefits both people and firms receive by living and 
locating in cities.  The benefits for firms and production have been widely examined and 
traditionally labeled agglomeration effects.  Decreases in production and transport costs 
and corresponding increases in economies of scale are a result of shared inputs and labor 
pools, knowledge spillovers, diffusion of best practice, and face-to-face contact.  All 
underlying benefits of agglomeration effects are conferred by proximity to other firms 
and consumers.  Looking to the consumption side of city living, it is apparent that people 
receive both positive and negative agglomeration effects.  Amenities in cities like public 
services, low transport costs, and a variety of consumer goods and services are 
considered the benefits, whereas disamenities like congestion, higher rents, pollution and 
higher crime levels are the downside of city living. 
This research looks to previous empirical studies on the statistical correlates of 
urban growth in the United States.  The empirical work of Glaeser, Scheinkman and 
Shleifer (1995) as well as Glaeser and Shapiro (2003) provides the fundamental 
framework of analysis.  These studies analyze US city growth across decades as a 
function of initial city conditions or characteristics such as the city’s regional location, 
initial population, initial income, past growth, education of the labor force, output 
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composition and unemployment.  Closer examination of these studies and findings will 
follow in a subsequent section, revealing some variables to be significantly correlated to 
urban growth both in data and theory; however, a few statistical problems will be noted 
about some of the social and economic factors employed in the studies.  Nonetheless, 
with similar intent to the works of Glaeser et al. this thesis analyzes a cross-section of 
metropolitan areas between 1990 and 2000, and considers through reduced form 
estimation the partial correlation of various factors on MSA growth. 
Primarily, this paper investigates the relatively new Creative Capital variable as a 
correlate of urban growth.  Whereas human capital measures the population proportion 
with a certain level of educational attainment (percent-college educated), creative capital 
measures the population proportion of creative occupations.  Therefore, creative capital 
reveals not just how smart or skilled but how creative people are in an area.  Creativity 
has long been connected to urban growth in theory.  Urbanists and sociologists like Jane 
Jacobs (1989) have strongly advocated creativity as a key component of growth, 
recognizing creativity as an innate human characteristic that fosters innovation.  Creative 
people produce new forms, designs and thoughts that ultimately lead to innovation and 
growth.   
Richard Florida (2002b) has developed a measure for creative capital by 
identifying occupations that require thinking, synthesis and creativity on the job.  The 
Creative Class is the group of people with occupations that are founded on creative 
capital: Education Administrators, Engineers, Architects, Mathematical and Computer 
Scientists, Natural Scientists, Postsecondary Teachers, Teachers except postsecondary, 
Librarians, Archivists, Curators, Social Scientists, Urban Planners, Writers, Artists, 
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Entertainers, and Athletes.  These creative people engage in work whose function is to 
“create meaningful new forms,” and are believed to be a key component of economic 
growth.  As Florida writes, “Members of this super-creative core produce new forms or 
designs that are readily transferable and broadly useful, such as designing a product that 
can be widely made, sold, and used; coming up with a theorem or strategy that can be 
applied in many cases; or composing music that can be performed again and 
again”(Florida 2003, 8).  
Florida and colleagues have empirically studied the geography of creative capital, 
producing significant geographic correlations between artistically creative people 
(Bohemians) and human capital, cultural and natural amenities as well as high-
technology industry growth.  The Creative Class is also correlated to innovation; 
Knudsen (2003) finds the density of creative workers in metropolitan areas to be 
positively and significantly correlated to innovation as measured by patent level. A 
following section analyzes these correlations, measures and research designs.   
Current research has established correlations between creative capital, high-
technology growth, patent growth and income growth.  This research will test creative 
capital measures to see if the Creative Class adds explanatory power to urban population 
growth.  The dependent variable, log of MSA population growth between 1990-2000, 
will be regressed against specific population measures and indexes relating to creativity, 
urban and natural amenities, human capital, and industrial composition.  It is the intent of 
this research to determine the relative importance of these various channels of urban 
growth.  I hypothesize that the Creative Class will have a positive and significant partial 
correlation to population growth of MSA’s in the 90’s. 
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Literature Review—Concepts and Theories 
 
Correlates of Urban Growth 
Empirical findings reveal numerous factors as partial correlates of urban growth.  
In “Economic Growth in a Cross-Section of Cities,” Glaeser et al. (1995) examines the 
urban growth (income and population) of U.S. cities between 1960 and 1990, looking at 
growth experience as a function of a city’s location, initial population, initial income, past 
growth, education of the labor force, output composition, unemployment, inequality, 
racial composition, segregation, size of government and composition of government 
spending.  Regression analysis reveals statistically significant results for certain factors.  
Important to the findings were that income and population growth move together; 
furthermore, both kinds of growth are positively related to initial schooling, negatively 
related to initial unemployment and also negatively related to the share of employment 
initially in manufacturing.  Cities significantly involved in manufacturing grew much less 
than cities less involved in manufacturing, and cities with high levels of educated labor 
grew exceptionally well.  Also, educated cities tended to have higher per capita income, 
lower unemployment and a lower share of employment in manufacturing.  
Further studies have found statistical correlates of urban growth in the past 
decade.  As Glaeser and Shapiro (2001) reveal, during the 1990s there was strong, 
consistent urban growth in large cities of the United States.  Regression results reveal a 
trend of people moving to low density, fair weather areas with strong skill bases.  At the 
city and the MSA level, dryness and temperature were predictors of growth; people over 
the decade migrated to places with warmer, drier weather (Glaeser et al., 2001).  As has 
been the case for centuries, cities that had strong human capital concentrations grew 
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faster than cities without skilled labor.  Accordingly, the percent-college educated 
variable remained a persistent correlate of growth.  Another strong predictor of growth 
was per capita income, whereas poverty and unemployment were negative predictors of 
growth.  Also during the ‘90s, manufacturing cities tended to do poorly in terms of 
growth, and cities with more young people tended to grow more quickly than cities with 
old people.   
These studies of urban growth produce significant partial correlations between 
growth and certain economic and social factors.  But there are some questions to be 
raised about including some factors in the analysis because certain variables have 
fundamental endogeneity problems that are not considered or corrected for with 
instruments in the equations.  The regressors poverty, unemployment rates, income and 
government specific variables possibly have simultaneous causality with the dependent 
variable of urban growth over multiple decades.  For example, the unemployment rate is 
presumed to affect urban growth negatively; a high unemployment rate will cause a 
population decrease as a result of people migrating to employment opportunity.  
However, it could be seen that an anticipated decrease in population in fact 
simultaneously causes a rise in the unemployment rate, possibly as firms react to the 
negative growth by leaving the area.  Because both urban growth and the unemployment 
rate are determined within the model, both are correlated with the population error term 
u.  Endogenous variables and simultaneous causality bias must be addressed in empirical 
analysis.  Potentially all variables suffer from this problem, even if the explanatory 
variables are lagged.  In an attempt to avoid these problems, this research has considered 
the probable importance of simultaneity between variables.   Intuitively it is decided that 
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the independent variables weather, human capital (educational attainment) and 
manufacturing composition should not quantitatively be affected by future population 
growth. 
 
Human Capital and Growth 
A correlation between human capital and regional as well as local economic 
growth has been established in a substantial body of literature.  Empirically it is observed 
that a concentration of highly educated people increases productivity in an urban area as a 
result of the interaction, reinforcement and expansion of ideas between these people, i.e. 
knowledge spillovers.  Black and Henderson (1999) develop a model of endogenous 
urban growth that embeds local effects of human capital accumulation, suggesting that 
workers are more productive when they are surrounded by high levels of human capital.  
Lucas (1988) argues that human capital provides productivity gains that lead to country 
and city growth.  Glaeser, Sheinkman, and Sheifer (1995) and Shapiro (2003) use 
empirical analysis to associate human capital with urban growth; furthermore, Rauch 
(1993) and Simon (1998) help explain correlations between human capital and wage 
growth in urban areas.   
Theory meshes with the statistical models to show that human capital positively 
and significantly affects productivity growth.  However, Shapiro (2003) reveals that 
human capital is connected to urban growth through both production and consumption 
channels.   That is, areas with concentrations of human capital experience more rapid 
growth in the quality of life.  Shapiro uses a simple neoclassical model of city growth 
based on Roback’s (1982) formulation in which mobile firms and households bid for 
workers and land, respectively.  Data on wage and land price growth reveal changes in 
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local productivity and local consumption amenities.  It is observed that growth in wages 
and house values tend to be higher in cities with greater concentrations of college-
educated residents.  The empirical results reveal that metropolitan areas with greater 
concentrations of skill experience more rapid growth in consumption amenities and 
growth in employment. 
 
Amenities and Growth 
Glaeser and other urban economists have argued that the movement of people to 
places with nice weather indicates that people are moving to places with consumption 
advantages; people are placing increased importance on consumer amenities and natural 
amenities.  In “Consumer City,” Glaeser et al. (2000) looks at city effects on quality of 
life and analyzes the connection between urban amenities and growth.  It is established 
that people in cities benefit from agglomeration effects in the form of consumption 
amenities.  They benefit from the variety and proximity of services in cities.  
Specialization and scale economies in cities provide consumers with a wide range of 
retail stores and restaurants to choose from, as well as increased consumer welfare with 
the presence of such things as sports stadia, musical theatres and museums.  
Certain urban amenities are linked to urban growth.  The presence of a rich 
variety of services and consumer goods is connected to growth as seen in the simple 
correlation between cities with more restaurants and live performance theaters per capita 
having better and quicker growth over the past 20 years (Glaeser et al., 2000).  
Regressions reveal a connection between consumer goods and growth.  Natural amenities 
like aesthetics and physical setting of an urban area or, more specifically, temperature 
and precipitation are correlated with growth.  Also, good public services are correlated to 
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urban growth.  There is empirical evidence that high crime levels reduce or slow 
population growth, so therefore less crime is associated with growth.  To add, good 
schools are linked with urban growth. 
 The theory of natural and consumer amenities as factors of growth is sound, with 
correlations to support the theory.  However, Glaeser’s work tends to rely on simple 
rather than partial correlations to illustrate the amenity-growth connection; furthermore, 
the sample size of analysis is limited to just the fifty largest MSAs.  From this, it is the 
intent of this research to broaden the sample size to over 200 MSAs; use relevant 
measures of temperature and precipitation for natural amenities and new measures of 
cultural amenities like the bohemian and gay indexes (see Data Appendix); and 
investigate the amenity-growth correlation while controlling for multiple factors of urban 
growth.  
 
Geography of Human Capital 
Since human capital has been found to be an essential component of urban 
growth, the question of where human capital concentrates and why has become central to 
new empirical studies.  This vein of research is fundamentally important for urban 
planners who can possibly learn how to attract human capital and subsequently stimulate 
economic growth.   
Both Glaeser and Shapiro find human capital to be associated with urban 
amenities and growth in an area’s quality of life.  Furthermore, in “The Economic 
Geography of Talent,” Florida (2002a) determines through simple correlation analysis 
that human capital or talent is geographical associated with or appears to be attracted to 
cultural amenities as well as demographic diversity.  The correlation coefficient for the 
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basic talent index (percent-college educated) and cultural amenities is positive and 
significant as is the coefficient between talent and diversity, as measured by the gay 
index.  However, multivariate regressions controlling for amenity measures and diversity 
reveal that human capital is strongly and significantly correlated to diversity but not 
significantly correlated to cultural amenities.  Climate has a significant correlation to 
human capital, and Florida also correlates talent to high-technology concentrations.   
Florida (2002) has noted the shortcomings of existing cultural amenity measures 
like Boyer and Savageau’s measure from the 1989 Places Rated Almanac.   It is a 
composite based on radio broadcast time devoted to classical music; public television 
stations; public library book acquisitions; non-profit art museums and galleries; 
performances of fine arts and musical groups; access to the culture of adjacent urban 
areas.  This measure is reflective of the possible consumption of cultural amenities in a 
city.  Florida has since created a better measure of cultural with the Bohemian Index, 
which measures the producers of cultural amenities in urban areas. 
In “Bohemia and economic geography,” Florida (2002) investigates 
concentrations of human capital and determines correlations between human capital, 
bohemia (artistically creative people), and high-technology.  Florida finds a simple 
correlation that is positive and significant between the bohemian index and talent index 
for a sample of the fifty largest MSAs.  He also produces a significant simple correlation 
between the bohemian index and the gay index.  Through regressions, Florida examines 
the relationship between human capital and the bohemian index, controlling for other 
amenity measures and diversity measures, population size and median house value; 
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regressions reveal a significant correlation between human capital and the bohemian 
index. 
Creative Capital  
Creative capital is different from human capital in that it identifies a specific type 
of human capital, creative people.  Human capital, measured by percent-college educated, 
does not take into account intrinsic human creativity.  Such creativity has been 
championed by Jacobs and others as a key component of innovation, spillovers and 
growth.  Florida, Knudsen, Stolarick, and Gates have expanded the research and theories 
of creative capital by quantifying the Creative Class.  As measured by Florida and 
Stolarick, the Creative Class includes scientists and engineers, university professors, 
poets and novelists, artists, entertainers, actors, designers and architects, as well as 
nonfiction writers, editors, cultural figures, think-tank researchers, analysts and other 
opinion-makers.  Brian Knudsen, a doctoral student under Florida, has most formally 
used this measure, investigating innovation growth at the MSA level as a function of 
Creative Class density (2003).  Significant results support the hypothesis that the density 
of the creative class facilitates innovation. 
Florida’s Creative Capital Theory states that regional economic growth is 
powered by creative people who prefer places or Creative Centers that are diverse, 
tolerant, and open to new ideas (Florida, 2002b).  His paper, “Technology and 
Tolerance”(2001) emphasizes this idea.  Florida’s underlying hypothesis is that the 
presence and concentration of bohemians and in an area creates an environment or milieu 
that attracts other types of talented and creative capital individuals.  The presence of such 
human capital in turn attracts and generates innovative, technology-based industries.   
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Florida stresses that talent and creative capital are correlated with urban areas that are 
diverse, open, and filled with consumption amenities, and consequently, firms and 
production flock to these areas for the pools of human capital thus resulting in urban 
economic growth.   
Florida’s work on creative capital has been focused on causal links between 
creativity and technology growth.  It is his contention that diversity attracts human capital 
which attracts high-tech and subsequent growth.  This empirical work expands on the 
creative capital-growth connection but does not look at causality.  Only partial 
correlations are considered to see if the creative class adds explanatory power to urban 
growth. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The focus of this research is an empirical evaluation of the effect of Creative 
Class presence on the population growth of metropolitan areas between 1990 and 2000.  
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is the unit of analysis for this study as defined by 
the Office of Management and the Bureau of the Census.  The analysis in this paper is 
based on a sample of 209 MSAs between 1990 and 2000; MSAs were dropped if they did 
not have all the corresponding data series.  Following with Glaeser’s (1995) study, initial 
values of independent variables in 1990 are regressed against the cross-section of urban 
growth rates for the decade.  The dependent variable, as a proxy for urban growth, is the 
log of the change in population between 1990 and 2000.  The primary measure of urban 
growth is the growth of its population, as the response to growth opportunities takes place 
through migration (Blanchard and Katz 1992). 
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The primary independent variable of analysis is the MSA population percentage 
of the Creative Class.  This measure, invented by Florida and Stolarick, captures all 
employment in a region that has a creative component.  Other variables include human 
capital; weather, as a natural amenity measure; the gay index and the bohemian index as 
measures of openness and cultural amenities; and manufacturing share.  See Data 
Appendix for description of variables.  Some data series were hand-collected from the 
1990 and 2000 Census, 1990 County and City Data books; others were borrowed from 
Florida and Stolarick, Glaeser and Shapiro, and Knudsen. 
I hypothesize that correlations will be consistent with the literature.  It is expected 
that warmer and drier conditions will positively affect growth; cultural amenities will be 
positively correlated with growth; manufacturing share will be negatively correlated to 
growth; and I hypothesize that Creative Capital will be positively correlated with MSA 
population growth while controlling for human capital and amenities.   
 
 
Results 
 
Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations of the variables.  To note, in this 
data set the average log growth rate of MSAs in the 1990s was 16%.  Fayetteville, AR, 
Sarasota, FL, and Las Vegas had the largest decadal growth rates while Scranton, PA, 
Waterloo, IA, and St. Cloud, MN had the worst growth.  The mean of the bohemian 
measure for MSAs was 0.9 which is inline with the national average of 1.0; Santa Fe, 
NM recorded the highest (2.9) on the bohemian index and Pueblo, CO the lowest (0.3).  
Mean January temperature as of 1990 ranged from 7 degrees in Duluth, MN to 71.4 
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degrees in Honolulu, HI.  Mean July temperature ranged from 58 degrees to 94 degrees.  
Average annual precipitation ranged from 3.17 inches to 64 inches. 
 
Table 1          
Summary Statistics 
          
  Ln(Pop Growth) 
Bohemian 
Index 
Creative 
Capital 
Human 
Capital 
Gay 
Index 
January 
Temp 
July 
Temp Rain 
Mfg 
Share 
Mean 0.16682 0.91831 8.85467 19.57428 0.67125 35.55550 76.68947 36.42230 17.22766
Standard 
Deviation 0.16858 0.36812 2.54636 5.80946 0.73281 13.19046 5.57519 13.95311 7.43721 
Minimum -0.16132 0.31578 4.35454 9.70008 0.00 7.0 58.4 3.17000 3.60116 
Maximum 1.00918 2.90218 18.57829 38.44190 8.75059 71.4 93.7 63.96 46.29386
N 209 208 209 208 209 209 209 209 206 
 
Table 2          
Raw Correlations 
          
  Ln(Pop Growth) 
Bohemian 
Index 
Creative 
Capital 
Human 
Capital 
Gay 
Index 
January 
Temp 
July 
Temp Rain 
Mfg 
Share 
Ln(Pop 
Growth) 1                 
Bohemian 
Index 0.20077 1               
Creative 
Capital 0.09738 0.52425 1             
Human 
Capital 0.08739 0.64178 0.83791 1           
Gay Index 0.02232 0.62083 0.37173 0.50201 1         
January 
Temp 0.28086 -0.04235 -0.08181 -0.09539 0.13676 1       
July Temp 0.27887 -0.27703 -0.15843 -0.16072 -0.27088 0.60894 1     
Rain -0.09894 -0.13562 -0.13546 -0.10793 -0.13604 0.14475 0.19021 1   
Mfg Share -0.12896 -0.11960 -0.28104 -0.37392 -0.18866 -0.43200 -0.30826 0.20641 1 
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Table 2 presents a simple correlation matrix.  These simple correlations reveal 
population growth to be positively correlated to human capital as well as creative capital.  
Also, positive correlations exist between growth and January temperature, July 
temperature, the bohemian index and the gay index.  And as expected, manufacturing 
share and precipitation are negatively correlated to growth.  Between variables, strong 
correlations exist between creative capital and human capital (0.83), creative capital and 
the bohemian index (0.52), human capital and the bohemian index (0.64), and the 
bohemian index and the gay index (0.62). 
Regression (A) reveals the correlations between growth rates and all variables.   
 
Regression A 
 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     206 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  8,   197) =    6.87 
       Model |  1.28167567     8  .160209459           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |  4.59616993   197  .023330812           R-squared     =  0.2181 
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.1863 
       Total |   5.8778456   205  .028672418           Root MSE      =  .15274 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 lnpopgrowth |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
creativec~90 |  -.0350684   .8710679    -0.04   0.968    -1.752883    1.682746 
humancapi~90 |   .0026049   .0047291     0.55   0.582    -.0067214    .0119311 
  bohemian90 |   .1584427   .0430125     3.68   0.000     .0736188    .2432667 
       gay90 |  -.0463169   .0211137    -2.19   0.029    -.0879548    -.004679 
       jan90 |     .00337   .0012672     2.66   0.008      .000871     .005869 
       jul90 |   .0074869   .0028361     2.64   0.009     .0018938    .0130799 
      rain90 |  -.0022215   .0008316    -2.67   0.008    -.0038615   -.0005816 
     manuf90 |   .0030236   .0019619     1.54   0.125    -.0008455    .0068927 
       _cons |   -.659302   .2140453    -3.08   0.002    -1.081416   -.2371877 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 
January and July temperatures and the bohemian index produced positive and statistically 
significant results.  Precipitation was negatively correlated and statistically significant.  
Surprisingly, manufacturing was positive but insignificant; the gay index correlation was 
negative and significant; creative capital was negatively correlated to growth, human 
capital was positively correlated, but both extremely insignificant.   
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 An interpretation of the natural amenity variables is as follows.  A one degree 
change in January temperature is associated with a 0.33% change in population growth 
and a degree change for July temperatures predicts a 0.74% change in growth.  An inch 
increase of rain is associated with a 0.22% decrease in MSA population growth.  It is best 
to understand the meaning of the coefficient of bohemian index (0.15) through an 
example.  If a metropolitan area experiences an increase in its share of bohemians relative 
to its population and its index rises from say 1.0 to 1.2 then that increase of 0.2 predicts a 
3.0% increase in population growth.  The same understanding can be applied to the 
negative coefficient of the gay index.  In regard to human capital, a 1% increase in the 
population proportion of human capital leads to 0.26% increase in population growth 
rate.  As for creative capital, an increase of 1% for this population proportion results in a 
3.5% decrease in population growth. 
 Human capital and creative capital are highly correlated in the simple correlation 
matrix and the results of this multivariate regression suggest that multicollinearity is 
affecting the results.  Because human capital and creative capital are collinear, the OLS 
estimator loses the ability to distinguish between the variables.  The low t-statistics for 
the variables hint at this collinearity problem.  In other regressions that included one of 
capital measures at the exclusion of the other, results became more significant, also the 
creative capital coefficient became positive and relatively large.  
 A final regression (B) investigates the impact of just cultural and natural 
amenities on urban growth. 
 
Regression B 
 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     208 
-------------+------------------------------           F(  5,   202) =   10.66 
       Model |  1.22861169     5  .245722339           Prob > F      =  0.0000 
    Residual |  4.65700971   202  .023054504           R-squared     =  0.2087 
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-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.1892 
       Total |   5.8856214   207  .028432954           Root MSE      =  .15184 
 
 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 lnpopgrowth |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
  bohemian90 |   .1717789   .0371341     4.63   0.000     .0985587     .244999 
       gay90 |  -.0437188   .0199982    -2.19   0.030    -.0831508   -.0042868 
       jan90 |   .0024634   .0011076     2.22   0.027     .0002794    .0046474 
       jul90 |   .0073994   .0026871     2.75   0.006      .002101    .0126979 
      rain90 |  -.0017824   .0007747    -2.30   0.022    -.0033099   -.0002549 
       _cons |  -.5509153   .1909219    -2.89   0.004    -.9273708   -.1744597 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
 
As the results indicate all variables are statistically significant with expected signs, except 
for the gay index, which is negatively correlated.  Surprisingly, the gay index was 
negatively correlated in all regressions.  Although causality between these variables and 
growth cannot be inferred, this paper can advance a set of casual explanations consistent 
with the results.  Previous research has found positive correlations between gays and 
technology growth but this paper reveals a negative correlation between gays and 
population growth.  It may be the case that a gay population attracts single people and 
adults without children; families may not be partial to gay populations in their migration 
decisions.  Therefore, while the gay index may be positively correlated to say single or 
gay population growth, in aggregate it could be negatively correlated to population 
growth.     
 
Conclusion 
 
This research has used reduced form estimation to assess the impact of certain 
variables on urban growth.  It has found results both consistent and inconsistent with the 
literature.  Although results may not be as predicted or hypothesized, this does not take 
away from some of the positive findings.  Primarily, this research has revealed that the 
bohemian index is a strong predictor or growth.  It has been said to be an improvement 
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over other measures of cultural and lifestyle amenities because it directly measures the 
producers of cultural and creative assets.  It cannot be inferred from these findings 
whether the bohemian index is an improvement over other amenity measures, but it can 
be concluded that the bohemian index is a strong correlate of urban growth.   
Although the bohemian index and the gay index are positively correlated, it is 
only the bohemian index which strongly predicts urban growth.  This paper has suggested 
that possibly the gay index best predicts growth for specific populations and industries 
rather than aggregate urban growth.  The bohemian index is strongly correlated to urban 
growth for possibly numerous reasons.  Perhaps the urban amenities produced by 
bohemians are strongly correlated to growth or it could be that bohemians are attracted to 
fast-growing cities.  Future research is needed to identify the causation.   
As for the Creative Class, this research has produced results which suggest that a 
measure of creative capital is redundant when including human capital in an estimating 
equation.  Regressions without the creative class produced a higher adjusted R-squared as 
well as an increased F-statistic compared to regressions without the human capital 
measure.  Nonetheless, more work with creative capital needs to be done in future studies 
to fully assess the impact of the Creative Class on the urban landscape.  This paper has 
addressed only some of the numerous correlates of urban growth but hopes to suggest a 
number of paths for future research. 
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Data Appendix 
 
Population Growth—  ln(Popi 2000/Popi 1990) 
 
Creative Capital(Florida and Stolarick)—Percentage of creative occupations.  
Specifically, this research utilizes the definition of the super creative core which includes 
the occupations: Education Administrators, Engineers, Architects, Mathematical and 
Computer Scientists, Natural Scientists, Postsecondary Teachers, Teachers except 
postsecondary, Librarians, Archivists, Curators, Social Scientists, Urban Planners, 
Writers, Artists, Entertainers, and Athletes. 
 
Human Capital—Percentage of residents 25 years or older with a bachelor’s degree or 
higher. 
 
Gay Index—A measure of the population that is gay.  Developed by Black et al. (2000).  
The gay index is based on data from the 1990 Decennial Census Public Use Microdata 
Samples (5-percent sample), identifying households in which a householder and an 
unmarried partner were both of the same sex.  The index is a location quotient that 
measures the number of gay households compared to the national population of gay 
households divided by the population in the city compared to the total national 
population.  
 
Bohemian Index(Florida 2002)—Based on data from the 1990 Decennial Census Public 
Use Microdata Samples (5-percent sample).  The bohemian index measures the bohemian 
population at the MSA level.  It includes the following occupations: authors, designers, 
musicians and composers, actors and directors, craft-artists, painters, sculptors, and artist 
printmakers, photographers, dancers, and artists, performers, and related workers.  The 
index is a location quotient that measures the percentage of bohemians in a region 
compared to the national population of bohemians divided by the percent of population in 
a region compared to the total national population.  An index value of 1.0 means that 
these shares are in exact proportion.  An index value of greater than 1 means a greater 
than average concentration, and a value of less than one means a less than average 
concentration. 
 
Weather—January and July average temperatures measured in Fahrenheit degrees.  
Average annual precipitation measured in inches.   
 
Manufacturing Share—This variable represents the share of employed workers who 
worked in manufacturing industries, specifically industries with SIC codes 20-39.
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AREA 
Ln(Pop 
Growth) 
Creative 
Capital-90
Human 
Capital-90 
Bohemian-
90 Gay-90 
Jan-
90 
Jul-
90 
Rain-
90 
Manuf-
90 
Abilene, TX MSA 0.05606 9.33476 20.73229      0.70481 0.31362 42.8 84 24.4 10.15156
Albany--Schenectady--Troy, NY MSA 0.00123 10.65491       23.60818 0.88716 0.95911 20.6 71.8 36.17 12.3834
Albuquerque, NM MSA 0.39413 12.31568 24.80863      1.50255 1.17518 34.2 78.5 8.88 10.26266
Alexandria, LA MSA -0.04048 7.80373 14.57982      0.49967 0.39510 46.8 82.4 58.5 7.694515
Allentown--Bethlehem--Easton, PA MSA -0.07361 8.34464       17.35773 0.81862 0.47268 26.6 74.1 43.52 25.78551
Altoona, PA MSA -0.01077 4.67858 10.47312     0.49386 0.37761 26 71.3 36.81 18.58529
Amarillo, TX MSA 0.14981 7.87036 18.70627     0.75157 0.35122 35.1 78.6 19.56 11.45965
Anchorage, AK MSA 0.13974 11.15913 26.85010     1.38675 1.13441 14.9 58.4 15.91 3.601158
Anniston, AL MSA -0.03316 6.07616 14.17075     0.62048 0.15063 42 79.6 52.88 23.12843
Appleton--Oshkosh--Neenah, WI MSA 0.12860 8.72915       16.95619 1.23535 0.24168 15.5 71.9 30.75 31.48438
Asheville, NC MSA 0.25662 7.25700 18.45521 1.05480     0.99215 35.7 72.8 47.59 22.69753
Atlanta, GA MSA 0.37244 10.14420 26.12883     1.35656 1.31783 41 78.8 50.77 14.01347
Augusta--Aiken, GA--SC MSA 0.13972 9.28214 17.72211     0.68322 0.35508 43.9 80.8 44.66 19.90123
Austin--San Marcos, TX MSA 0.38992 13.52854       30.67942 1.40191 2.19192 48.8 84.5 31.88 13.08593
Bakersfield, CA MSA 0.19674 8.26868 13.27062      0.58948 0.40455 47.8 84.1 5.72 7.297315
Baton Rouge, LA MSA 0.13215 10.83136 22.36685     0.93191 0.40072 49.8 82.3 60.89 13.86417
Beaumont--Port Arthur, TX MSA 0.06397 6.71890       13.73772 0.52307 0.28425 49.6 82.3 55.58 19.13872
Bellingham, WA MSA 0.26657 8.27801 21.97079     0.55494 0.59323 37.6 62.2 36.17 14.29684
Benton Harbor, MI MSA 0.00664 7.68774 16.73903      0.99746 0.33400 20.9 70.8 30.62 27.8563
Billings, MT MSA 0.13145 8.40788 21.51504     0.66103 0.39616 22.8 72.5 15.08 6.099343
Biloxi--Gulfport--Pascagoula, MS MSA 0.61328        8.49570 15.38817 0.94777 0.43404 51 82.3 61.76 19.84571
Binghamton, NY MSA -0.04713 11.45053 20.15328     0.97392 0.48531 21.1 69.2 36.99 27.04446
Birmingham, AL MSA 0.01454 7.70421 19.67244     0.95977 0.44162 41.5 79.8 54.58 14.31261
Bloomington, IN MSA 0.10103 15.63239 32.91905     1.15967 1.24121 27.3 75.8 43.14 13.45978
Bloomington--Normal, IL MSA 0.15231 11.58124       28.98009 1.03574 0.29879 23.9 75.9 37.1 10.96565
Boise City, ID MSA 0.74244 10.25091 21.09665     1.13690 0.33678 29 74 12.11 16.31709
Boston, MA--NH PMSA 0.17124 13.12276 27.82780     1.52081 2.03077 28.6 73.5 41.51 19.00921
Brownsville--Harlingen--San Benito, TX MSA 0.25366 7.95005 11.97684 0.37162     0.16503 59.4 84.5 26.61 12.86065
Bryan--College Station, TX MSA 0.22372 16.97015       35.82583 0.57183 0.74489 48.5 83.6 39.08 6.537397
Buffalo--Niagara Falls, NY MSA -0.01626 8.45672       18.82182 0.76005 0.35662 23.6 71.1 38.58 18.78563
Canton--Massillon, OH MSA 0.03203 6.93887 13.87270     0.83221 0.13432 24.8 71.9 36.82 27.21056
Cedar Rapids, IA MSA 0.12742 9.16961 21.53477     0.88106 0.16951 17.6 74.2 33.72 23.71641
Champaign--Urbana, IL MSA 0.03768 17.73960 34.06237     1.34360 1.13094 23.8 75 39.71 10.17288
Charleston--North Charleston, SC MSA 0.07989 8.56705      18.92577 0.70077 0.32079 47.8 81.5 51.53 14.7414 
Charlotte--Gastonia--Rock Hill, NC--SC MSA 0.25477        7.75960 19.59288 0.98401 0.43407 39.3 79.3 43.09 24.47193
Chattanooga, TN--GA MSA 0.07116 7.56386 15.90537     0.99032 0.39312 37.4 78.7 53.46 22.84336
Chicago, IL PMSA 0.30961 8.93895 23.37484     1.14211 1.09890 22.4 75.1 37.38 19.89156
Chico--Paradise, CA MSA 0.10938 8.61214 19.47558     0.81218 0.74324 44 77.4 26.32 10.04515
Cincinnati, OH--KY--IN PMSA 0.12520 8.98487 19.69284      1.14743 0.64911 29.8 76.4 40.7 20.70955
Clarksville--Hopkinsville, TN--KY MSA 0.20039 7.68228       14.03576 0.54809 0.20437 34 78.1 50.75 18.87533
Cleveland--Lorain--Elyria, OH PMSA 0.27554 7.80277       18.70271 0.87486 0.51769 24.8 71.9 36.63 23.27143
Colorado Springs, CO MSA 0.26393 11.13176 25.81342     1.36117 0.57771 28.8 70.8 16.24 15.48832
Columbia, MO MSA 0.18676 13.90861 36.50679     1.12800 1.05920 27.6 77.4 39.05 8.214833
Columbia, SC MSA 0.16880 10.16915 25.33410     0.74265 1.13487 43.8 80.8 49.91 12.54329
Columbus, OH MSA 0.11167 9.49452 23.27060     1.04959 1.04988 26.4 73.2 38.09 14.34639
Corpus Christi, TX MSA 0.08460 9.05854 16.00197     0.72291 0.43111 55.1 84.1 30.13 9.836589
Dallas, TX PMSA 0.32082 10.55358 25.35266     1.34062 1.07470 44.6 85.9 36.08 17.91441
Danville, VA MSA 0.01320 5.26608 9.86278     0.57369 0.19908 36.1 78 43.18 38.67306
Davenport--Moline--Rock Island, IA--IL MSA 0.02310        8.18781 17.40586 1.11894 0.39750 19.9 75.2 39.08 18.26023
Daytona Beach, FL MSA 0.28544 5.61297 14.97994     0.85447 0.78059 57.5 81.2 47.89 10.85439
Dayton--Springfield, OH MSA -0.00075 9.52354       19.06933 0.93416 0.55530 26 74.2 36.64 22.77749
Decatur, AL MSA 0.10326 7.83800 13.33523     0.61575 0.21453 38.8 79 57.18 32.17786
Decatur, IL MSA -0.02156 6.22686 14.78957     0.54627 0.00000 25.2 76.2 40.16 23.13494
Denver, CO PMSA 0.26208 10.94735 29.73483      1.29500 1.25775 29.7 73.5 15.4 13.28415
Des Moines, IA MSA 0.14891 8.14966 22.60326     1.11129 0.68785 19.4 76.6 33.12 11.76404
Detroit, MI PMSA 0.00405 8.62892 18.47348     1.10101 0.57483 24.7 74.2 32.09 24.93641
Duluth--Superior, MN--WI MSA 0.01589 7.61007      16.83689 0.64275 0.39254 7 66.1 30 9.885062
Eau Claire, WI MSA 0.07555 7.82482 16.85548     0.74160 0.72796 10.7 71.5 31.61 18.30484
El Paso, TX MSA 0.13869 9.16496 15.23846      0.66362 0.55409 42.8 82.3 8.81 17.47036
Elkhart--Goshen, IN MSA 0.15722 6.54815 14.21414     0.72341 0.28425 23.3 72.9 39.14 42.11917
Erie, PA MSA 0.01895 7.28939 16.21647 0.79760     0.62663 25.4 71.3 41.53 27.76858
Eugene--Springfield, OR MSA 0.13239 9.35916 22.18470     1.30544 1.95028 40.8 67.3 49.37 17.48061
Fayetteville, NC MSA 0.09842 7.75197 16.61956     0.58731 0.22450 40.3 79.4 46.72 15.95984
Fayetteville--Springdale--Rogers, AR MSA 1.00918        8.93241 17.25960 0.81037 0.21214 34 78.7 44.04 23.62265
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Florence, AL MSA 0.08480 6.90587 14.46815     0.63738 0.10143 38.7 79.7 53.85 26.16026
Florence, SC MSA 0.09517 6.98278 14.79693      0.36654 0.65281 43.8 80.6 43.84 23.009
Fort Collins--Loveland, CO MSA 0.30094 13.39315       32.27868 1.58303 0.78364 27.7 71.5 15.07 19.29502
Fort Myers--Cape Coral, FL MSA 0.27432 4.92508       16.44900 0.85038 0.44474 63.8 82.8 53.37 6.225729
Fort Pierce--Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 0.24079 5.93372       16.11631 0.70392 0.45742 62.5 81.4 50.06 8.969502
Fort Wayne, IN MSA 0.32225 8.66529 16.16895     1.22256 0.45161 22.9 74 34.75 27.02086
Fresno, CA MSA 0.32358 7.52402 16.29689      0.66318 0.68793 45.7 81.9 10.6 9.839684
Gainesville, FL MSA 0.18250 16.12799 34.61767     1.06998 1.13081 53.7 80.7 51.81 5.665326
Grand Rapids--Muskegon--Holland, MI MSA 0.45820        7.98511 17.80570 1.02428 0.49712 21.8 71.6 36.04 28.67531
Green Bay, WI MSA 0.15306 8.14606 17.68194      1.16481 0.41374 14.3 69.7 28.83 22.5989
Greensboro--Winston-Salem--High Point, NC MSA 0.28400        8.12438 18.74122 1.11843 0.37027 36.7 76.9 42.62 30.0032
Greenville--Spartanburg--Anderson, SC MSA 0.40666       8.38685 16.65805 0.94910 0.15022 40.1 78.2 51.27 32.056 
Harrisburg--Lebanon--Carlisle, PA MSA 0.06807 7.69476       18.01542 0.73471 0.63177 28.6 75.7 40.5 16.53874
Hartford, CT MSA 0.17866 11.05147 26.47554     0.99111 0.87882 24.6 73.7 44.14 18.86836
Hickory--Morganton--Lenoir, NC MSA 0.43305 5.18144       11.37192 0.85785 0.21742 37.7 76.8 49.38 46.29386
Honolulu, HI MSA 0.04664 9.67948 24.55488     1.16271 0.80067 71.4 78.9 21.53 6.292902
Houma, LA MSA 0.06169 5.19544 9.70008     0.34482 0.33291 52.1 81.6 62.91 11.03163
Houston, TX PMSA 0.23524 10.89999 24.12405      1.04154 1.05276 52.2 83.5 50.83 14.1008
Huntington--Ashland, WV--KY--OH MSA 0.00958 7.29644       12.56749 0.61385 0.05655 32 74.7 41.49 18.74826
Indianapolis, IN MSA 0.25167 8.55887 20.20135     0.99854 0.87731 25.5 75.4 39.94 18.73952
Jackson, MI MSA 0.05626 6.54723 12.92337     0.72440 0.42303 21.5 72.2 29.73 25.19863
Jackson, MS MSA 0.10871 9.89703 25.07567     0.90285 0.53951 44.1 81.5 55.37 11.91635
Jacksonville, FL MSA 0.19367 7.16162 18.57545     0.66847 0.76836 52.4 81.6 51.32 9.571967
Jacksonville, NC MSA 0.00344 7.28029 13.42415     0.40227 0.15566 44.9 79.5 54.75 8.018307
Jamestown, NY MSA -0.01523 7.12851 14.20591     0.62940 0.42756 24.3 70.5 45.82 24.96828
Janesville--Beloit, WI MSA 0.08776 5.88264 13.30389     0.95793 0.24915 17.6 72.7 33.05 34.39684
Johnson City--Kingsport--Bristol, TN--VA MSA 0.09623       7.54115 13.78434 0.61084 0.22547 34 74.4 40.72   
Johnstown, PA MSA -0.03641 4.35454 10.19797      0.41697 0.10135 28 73.2 47.75 16.9896
Joplin, MO MSA 0.15369 5.54028 12.98449     0.49260 0.18526 32.3 80 43.23 26.09677
Kalamazoo--Battle Creek, MI MSA 0.70655 10.06259       20.29729 1.06088 0.47321 23.7 73.5 37.03 25.08658
Kansas City, MO--KS MSA 0.11516 8.40676 23.22758     1.10809 0.78827 25.7 78.5 37.62 15.08043
Killeen--Temple, TX MSA 0.20361 6.44282 15.71494     0.39059 0.19097 45.4 84 34.87 11.34979
Knoxville, TN MSA 0.07739 9.10332 19.46289     0.88444 0.31097 36 76.6 47.14 17.19607
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Lafayette, IN MSA 0.33638 16.55951 26.29545     0.68253 0.51799 22.5 73.5 36.05 20.32616
Lafayette, LA MSA 0.61383 10.17181 15.24480     0.88199 0.43874 50.6 82.1 58.36 9.849241
Lakeland--Winter Haven, FL MSA 0.17710 5.86260       12.85431 0.74765 0.46781 61.1 82.5 47.54 13.7316
Lancaster, PA MSA 0.10718 7.03651 16.67857     0.78227 0.57850 27.9 74.1 41.22 26.38417
Lansing--East Lansing, MI MSA 0.03420 10.77120       24.66155 1.04985 1.01869 20.9 70.8 30.62 15.19006
Las Cruces, NM MSA 0.25392 12.20380 21.86103      0.62831 0.45869 41.8 80.4 9.4 9.80795
Las Vegas, NV--AZ MSA 0.74592 6.36007 13.30762      1.40003 0.77225 45.5 91.1 4.13 5.066942
Lawrence, MA--NH PMSA 0.00687 8.21261 38.44190   0.68487 29.2 80.3 39.28   
Lexington, KY MSA 0.31868 11.79527 24.54657     1.18898 1.15824 30.8 75.8 44.55 15.49063
Lima, OH MSA 0.00481 6.08299 10.94865 0.49827     0.34314 23.6 73.6 35.94 28.44438
Lincoln, NE MSA 0.15833 10.72551 27.59356     1.02634 0.89054 21.3 78.2 28.26 13.05029
Little Rock--North Little Rock, AR MSA 0.12913 7.79987       20.40368 0.68718 0.44028 39.1 81.9 50.86 14.00742
Longview--Marshall, TX MSA 0.25103 7.86304       14.75268 0.63074 0.09705 44 82.6 47.27 20.53471
Los Angeles--Long Beach, CA PMSA 0.07142 10.36659       21.98150 2.05151 2.21072 58.3 74.3 14.77 19.61102
Louisville, KY--IN MSA 0.07377 7.59217 17.23457     1.01697 0.47575 31.7 77.2 44.39 19.63473
Lubbock, TX MSA 0.08599 9.48433 23.41887     0.80898 0.39226 38.8 80 18.65 8.133087
Macon, GA MSA 0.13753 7.93310 15.81557     0.67395 0.60958 45.4 81.2 44.63 15.36998
Madison, WI MSA 0.15008 13.16089 34.15275     1.59373 2.04923 16 71 30.88 12.02678
Mansfield, OH MSA 0.33208 6.61882 10.96767     0.53402 0.11781 24.5 72.1 39.66 32.5856
McAllen--Edinburg--Mission, TX MSA 0.39524 7.59043       11.45376 0.41030 0.17321 58.5 85.4 22.83 10.8597
Medford--Ashland, OR MSA 0.21371 7.28566 17.61711     1.32943 0.48420 38.1 72.9 18.86 15.09314
Melbourne--Titusville--Palm Bay, FL MSA 0.17699        11.35079 20.39835 0.97865 0.42297 60.9 81.1 45.49 19.7793
Memphis, TN--AR--MS MSA 0.14560 8.49870 18.67650      0.97421 0.48794 39.7 82.6 52.1 13.93297
Merced, CA MSA 0.16570 6.92838 12.01490     0.43106 0.15523 45.1 78.6 12.01 13.09063
Miami, FL PMSA 0.15123 6.09235 18.77228     0.98248 1.06863 67.2 82.6 55.91 10.62436
Milwaukee--Waukesha, WI PMSA 0.04678 8.61447       20.76789 1.07516 0.83049 19.9 73.6 31.11 24.97146
Minneapolis--St. Paul, MN--WI MSA 0.18632 10.50197       26.87144 1.55460 1.53592 11.8 73.6 28.32 19.61402
Mobile, AL MSA 0.12469 7.87623 15.81396     0.65898 0.49720 49.9 82.3 63.96 16.96875
Modesto, CA MSA 0.18764 5.88840 12.95072      0.47127 0.66412 45.6 77.1 12.1 18.20078
Monroe, LA MSA 0.03496 8.56909 18.85466     0.59921 0.25335 44.2 82.3 51.48 12.64028
Montgomery, AL MSA 0.12978 9.41576 21.10729     0.58733 0.65108 46.1 81.3 53.43 12.87464
Muncie, IN MSA -0.00747 9.63510 16.47382     0.86303 0.40810 23.6 74.4 37.88 21.29336
Nashville, TN MSA 0.22317 8.64310 21.38754      1.64982 0.78367 36.2 79.3 47.3 17.26081
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New Haven--Meriden, CT PMSA 0.02232 10.31896       29.32210 0.94760 0.88108 28.9 73.7 41.66 20.71424
New London--Norwich, CT--RI MSA 0.09553 12.76247       21.75753 1.20418 0.72427 27.7 71.4 48.16 22.17858
New Orleans, LA MSA 0.07682 9.11613 19.34062     0.96714 0.97494 51.3 81.9 61.88 10.0398
New York, NY PMSA 0.08598 10.02533 25.39573     2.20038 2.12636 31.5 76.8 47.25 14.10614
Norfolk--Virginia Beach--Newport News, VA--NC 
MSA 0.11710 19.7806410.04360 0.98235 0.65783     39.1 78.2 44.64 13.99621
Ocala, FL MSA 0.28436 5.29092 11.50722     0.53502 0.60926 57.5 81.5 51.59 14.40006
Odessa--Midland, TX MSA 0.69005 5.68997 18.53617     0.55237 0.08279 42.5 82 14.96 8.670667
Oklahoma City, OK MSA 0.12209 8.75619 21.61907     0.74786 0.69294 35.9 82 33.36 11.75404
Omaha, NE--IA MSA 0.14816 9.24562 22.45526     0.79458 0.57650 21.1 76.9 29.86 11.63637
Orlando, FL MSA 0.42725 8.93465 20.35697     1.38003 1.08563 59.7 82.3 48.11 10.19861
Pensacola, FL MSA 0.17957 8.19206 18.27469     0.89748 0.53299 50.6 82.1 62.25 10.99203
Peoria—Pekin, IL MSA 0.02393 8.73028 16.88505     0.98406 0.31036 21.6 75.5 36.25 22.3283
Philadelphia, PA--NJ PMSA 0.04903 9.32937 22.07342     0.99720 0.89306 30.4 76.7 41.41 16.63457
Phoenix--Mesa, AZ MSA 0.42683 8.98217 21.42434      1.10242 0.95426 53.6 93.5 7.66 15.07602
Pittsburgh, PA MSA 0.05038 7.96504 18.69023     0.88050 0.41406 26.1 72.1 36.85 14.96052
Portland--Vancouver, OR--WA PMSA 0.43630 9.80162       22.50598 1.62369 1.36787 39.6 68.2 36.3 17.77654
Providence--Fall River--Warwick, RI--MA MSA 0.05556        8.12353 20.43152 1.15838 0.71914 27.9 72.7 45.53 23.57531
Provo--Orem, UT MSA 0.33514 14.24757 26.21769     0.79912 0.21063 28 74.5 17.04 16.7228
Pueblo, CO MSA 0.13950 6.58038 14.00458     0.31578 0.19594 29.8 77.1 11.19 12.87976
Raleigh--Durham--Chapel Hill, NC MSA 0.47945 14.46509 31.69576 1.10300     0.95785 38.8 78.6 44.97 16.1337
Reading, PA MSA 0.10462 6.98628 15.12765     0.79927 0.37010 26.6 74 44.71 28.38862
Redding, CA MSA 0.10464 7.77740 13.70145      0.95800 0.32389 45.5 81.5 33.3 10.99047
Reno, NV MSA 0.28748 7.92401 20.74217 1.20801     1.21008 32.9 71.6 7.53 7.416829
Richland--Kennewick--Pasco, WA MSA 0.24571 12.45470       21.01743 0.82212 0.36670 33.4 74.4 6.99 12.34037
Richmond--Petersburg, VA MSA 0.14079 9.81810       23.81466 1.09404 0.40405 35.7 78 43.16 14.33272
Roanoke, VA MSA 0.04977 6.29990 18.11800     0.84341 0.69341 34.5 75.6 41.13 16.61516
Rochester, MN MSA 0.15465 10.01534 29.47486     0.86771 0.18250 11.5 70.9 29.66 8.398758
Rochester, NY MSA 0.09127 11.24759 22.88450     1.03550 0.83116 23.6 70.2 31.96 26.93667
Rockford, IL MSA 0.26885 7.69459 15.60214     0.85415 0.46408 18.2 73.2 36.28 33.66893
Sacramento, CA PMSA 0.09469 9.33636 23.35276     0.97604 1.77838 45.2 75.7 17.52 8.290437
Saginaw--Bay City--Midland, MI MSA 0.00935 6.40784       15.13971 0.61039 0.19338 22.7 73 30.89 26.46787
Salinas, CA MSA 0.12188 8.67033 21.54252     0.96615 1.37538 50.5 62.5 12.44 8.38343
Salt Lake City--Ogden, UT MSA 0.21838 10.37280       22.88960 1.10337 0.46596 27.9 77.9 16.18 14.9325
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San Antonio, TX MSA 0.20125 8.95103 19.25275     0.71126 0.59976 49.3 85 30.98 9.419253
San Diego, CA MSA 0.11905 10.25126 25.29328      1.14978 1.71484 57.4 71 9.9 13.77121
San Francisco, CA PMSA 0.07651 10.80581 30.86609     2.24955 8.75059 51.1 59.1 19.71 17.37054
San Jose, CA PMSA 0.11648 16.22344   1.31982 1.52091 52.5 65.2 23.46   
Santa Barbara--Santa Maria--Lompoc, CA MSA 0.07739        11.89217 26.63748 1.61984 1.01127 52 65.4 16.25 13.04816
Santa Fe, NM MSA 0.23220 16.70647 35.68896     2.90218 1.88296 30.4 69 16.37 5.145301
Sarasota--Bradenton, FL MSA 0.75324 5.90419 19.22639     1.74908 0.66605 60.2 81.4 53.71 10.4897
Savannah, GA MSA 0.18867 7.68187 17.21167     0.65478 0.49105 48.9 81.8 49.22 14.90727
Scranton--Wilkes-Barre--Hazleton, PA MSA -0.16132        5.55618 13.61429 0.64727 0.23613 24.7 71.7 36.18 22.88275
Seattle--Bellevue--Everett, WA PMSA 0.20200 11.90107       26.43517 1.71421 2.33501 40.1 65.2 37.19 18.5822
Sharon, PA MSA -0.00588 6.21400 13.56930      0.59375 0.28743 28.6 75.7 40.5 23.89909
Sheboygan, WI MSA 0.08104 7.12595 13.76199     0.70735 0.00000 20.3 70.9 31.19 38.3788
Shreveport--Bossier City, LA MSA 0.15987 7.57099       16.68161 0.64113 0.31789 45.1 82.7 46.11 13.93662
South Bend, IN MSA 0.07224 8.83522 19.22327     0.73658 0.79723 23.3 72.9 39.14 23.91063
Spokane, WA MSA 0.14545 7.94455 20.62421     1.04895 0.60528 27.1 68.8 16.49 12.63825
Springfield, IL MSA 0.06082 8.89229 21.85471     0.75666 0.49997 24.2 76.5 35.25 5.167879
Springfield, MA MSA 0.11142 6.81856 20.84231     0.70427 1.87378 26.8 74.1 43.88 19.80426
Springfield, MO MSA 0.30293 7.60381 18.61492     1.32319 0.29590 31.1 78.1 43.04 16.84573
St. Cloud, MN MSA -0.13152 7.76486 16.94398     1.13582 0.42615 8.1 70.1 27.43 16.73846
St. Louis, MO--IL MSA 0.06322 9.04972 20.49819     0.97994 0.56354 28.4 78.4 37.86 19.08615
State College, PA MSA 0.09232 18.57829 32.31057   71.3  1.22863 1.02643 24.7 37.48 13.36297
Stockton--Lodi, CA MSA 0.15925 6.76567 13.18641     0.40511 0.82337 45 77.7 13.95 14.32187
Syracuse, NY MSA 0.10391 10.37904 20.76991     0.78298 0.88002 22.4 70.4 38.93 17.04602
Tampa--St. Petersburg--Clearwater, FL MSA 0.14724       6.38278 17.29295 1.02200 1.05376 59.9 82.1 43.92 11.0939 
Terre Haute, IN MSA 0.13147 8.83908 15.40642     0.84052 0.28180 25.3 75.6 41.19 19.06513
Toledo, OH MSA 0.00661 8.01161 17.43092     0.73444 0.44494 22.5 72.1 32.97 20.67301
Tucson, AZ MSA 0.23524 10.00769 23.27725     1.33242 1.34067 51.3 86.6 12 10.01834
Tulsa, OK MSA 0.12486 8.34979 20.34626     0.94571 0.53099 35.2 83.3 40.59 16.56972
Tuscaloosa, AL MSA 0.09108 9.88089 19.98831      0.71750 0.73112 42.8 81.1 54.9 14.5395
Tyler, TX MSA 0.14378 7.81706 19.78344     0.51102 0.08756 46.4 83.2 39.74 15.55238
Utica--Rome, NY MSA -0.05431 8.74055 15.92172     0.52299 0.36831 20.1 70.2 45.09 17.75191
Visalia--Tulare--Porterville, CA MSA 0.16539 7.28192       11.80096 0.56911 0.33429 45.4 80.4 10.15 11.57577
Waco, TX MSA 0.12132 8.95542 16.58998 0.78021     0.31988 45.2 85.6 31.96 17.50136
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Washington, DC--MD--VA--WV PMSA      0.22695 15.20192 31.60750 1.61074 1.86864 34.6 80 38.63 8.451598
Waterloo--Cedar Falls, IA MSA -0.13566 8.04217       17.32205 0.93024 0.11158 14.6 73.1 33.7 20.36929
Wausau, WI MSA 0.08656 5.41769 13.45365     0.51454 0.24872 12 70 32.82 25.0732
West Palm Beach--Boca Raton, FL MSA 0.27001        7.55901 22.12749 1.16450 0.90656 65.1 82.2 60.75 9.551636
Wichita Falls, TX MSA 0.13822 8.32635 16.26515      0.61729 0.21715 39.8 85 28.9 14.77073
Wichita, KS MSA 0.11648 9.32204 21.52399     0.91452 0.44115 29.5 81.4 29.33 26.19832
Williamsport, PA MSA 0.01117 5.72408 12.29928     0.39524 0.14392 25.2 72.3 40.72 29.84248
Wilmington, NC MSA 0.66311 8.24121 17.98448     0.96879 0.17913 44.9 80.1 54.27 15.25658
Yakima, WA MSA 0.16448 6.39709 13.68819      0.58625 0.06157 29.7 69.9 7.97 12.60373
York, PA MSA -0.09035 7.38603 13.89120      0.77608 0.39936 29 74.5 40.4 29.19031
Youngstown--Warren, OH MSA     0.18840 5.43998 12.04475 0.55997 0.17922 23.6 70.3 37.32 26.80373
Yuba City, CA MSA 0.12627 7.31529 12.67067     0.65661 0.17382 45.6 78.8 21.04 10.04296
Yuma, AZ MSA 0.40349 5.54099 12.72848 0.34951     0.52880 56.5 93.7 3.17 6.569147
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